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TO THE 


2 S244 e 


D E A N 
BRISTOL, 
MR. DEAN, 


P ON the Publication of a 
2 new Edition of your DiviNE 
2 LEGAT1oN; I was naturally 
led to look into it; to ſee 
if your after-reflections had 

thrown any new light upon the Subject 
which, ſome Years ago, was a matter 
of Conteſt between us: Not with In- 
tention to revive old Diſputes, but with 
a deſire to correct my former-Judgment, 
if, in any material Inſtance, I ſhould 
find myſelf convicted of Error. But, 
though I make no inconſiderable Figure 
A in 


U 
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in thoſe marginal Notes, by which you 
have ſwelled the Bulk, and encreaſed 
the Price, of your Book; I have not 
been able to diſcover any thing of that 
Sort; but ſee a great deal of ſomething 
_ elſe which wou'd much better have 
been ſpared. 3 
Tux Point upon which we at firſt 
ſet out was a Queſtion of Fact; whe- 
ther the People of the Jews before the 
Captivity (or thereabouts) were or were 
not, acquainted with the Doctrine of a 
future State. You had maintained the 
Negative; and from hence undertaken 
to raiſe an internal Proof (DEMoN- 
STRATION you are pleaſed to call it) 
that the Jews were under an extra- 
ordinary Providence, and that Moſes's 
Legation was divine. There is nothing 
new in the Notion; but this UsE, is 
your own, and would have been accept- 
able to Believers, if it had had ground 
to ſtand upon. But your Principle ap- 
peared to me to be falſe; and being 
tully convinced that Arguments built 
upon falſe Principles, it they do no 
hurt (which generally they do) can 
add no real Strength to Chriſtianity I 
therefore 


(33 
therefore oppoſed it, in a * Pamphlet 
publiſhed in the Year 1744. in which 
I endeavoured to prove from both the 
old and new Teſtament, that the Doc- 
trine of a future State, was the con- 
{tant belief of the People of God from 
the beginning, through every Age or 


Period of the Jewiſh Church. You 


never thought fit to enter into a re- 
gular Confutation of this Book; but 
ſhuffled it off as well as you could by 
ſcurrilous abuſive Papers; and whoever 
will examine this new Edition, and ſee 
how little you have now done towards 
invalidating any part of my Argument, 
or eſtabliſhing your own ; he will per- 
haps be of opinion, that this Point has 
been driven as far as it will go; and 
that it will much better become us 
both, to ſit down, each contented with 
his own Notions, than -to trouble the 
World with Altercations, which can 
produce no good Effect. To this Iſſue 

I am willing to truſt. 
Bor there is one point (well worth 
Attention) which has not yet been de- 
A 2 bated, 


* An Exammation of Mr. zrburton's Second 
Propoſition, &c. 


0 
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bated, and which ſhall be the Subject 
of this Letter: The point I mean is, 
whether ſuppoſing it could be made 
out that the People of the Jews knew 
nothing of a future State, your Ar- 
gument from thence is worth the Stir 
you have made about it; and whether 
you have not neglected a True, (and 
the principal) internal Proof of Moſes's 
Miflion to follow a Phantom of your 
own raiſing. As this Queſtion affects 
not your Principle, but it's UsE; it 
will be much more properly ſpoken to 
now, than when I was examining the 
Principle itſelf, Yet I gave you a hint 
of it at the * Cloſe of that debate; in 
anſwer to which you now tell me (in 
your civil Way) that © I only ſhew 
« MY IGNORANCE of what is meant 
« by an INTERNAL Argument,” + 
which (you ſay) is fuch a one as 
e takes for its Medium ſome NoToRI1- 
©* ous Fat ALLowED even by Unbe- 
« hevers.” We are much beholden to 
vou, that you will , {aft tell us what 

You 


* Hiſtory of 6 b. 81. 
D. FE. Vd 1 Pat. 4. p. 136. 
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You mean by an zternal Argument. 
J find nothing of it Vol. 1. B. 1. Se. 
1. where it would moſt properly have 
been placed. The reaſon perhaps may 
be, that if you had faid this at your 
frſt ſetting ont it would have diſcredit- 
ed your whole Performance. For is it 
a Fact NoToRIovus and allowed even 
Unbelievers, that the Jews knew 
nothing of a future State? It is more 
than I know.----But if it is; to what 
purpoſe was it to take ſo much Pains 
to prove it? For whoſe uſe was that 
labour'd up-hill Work (which takes up 
{9 much room in your Second Volume) 
intended? For Believers? They want 
it not; they thank you not. For Un- 
believers? They are in poſſeſſion (you 
ſay) of the very point you would prove? 
But how came a Man of your Diſcern- 
ment Mr. Dean, to fall into fo weak 
a miſtake as to think that ie,, Evi- 
dence takes it denomination from itsbeing 
raiſed upon a Fact or Facts acknowledged 
by the Oppoſers themſelves? What has 
this Circumſtance to do with the Nature 
of Evidence whether internal or external? 
It may be of ſome uſe to ſtop the 
Mouth 
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Mouth of an oppoſer to. ſay, you have 
granted this or that; for in all mat- 
ters of Conteſt, a Man's own Conceſſion 
lays hold of his Modeſty, and will 
be a check upon him not to contra- 
dict a Verdict given by himſelf. But 
whether this be*the Eikedt or not, the 
Evidence both in Kind and Nature will 
be the ſame. Let us then lay aſide 
this trifling, and try if we can fix upon 
ſome intelligible Notion of external and 
internal Proof, that we may know what 
it is that we are talking about; and 
in order to it I lay down the following 
Propoſitions. 

I. AncienT Facts are known by 
Hiſtorical Evidence; that is by the Teſ- 
timony of the Hiſtorian who records 
them ; ſuppoſing him duly qualified to 
be an Evidence. 

IT. To qualify a Man to be an Evi- 
dence it is neceſſary that he be a Per- 
ſon of Veracity, and that he himſelf be 
competently inſtructed in the Matters 
about which he writes. 

III. IN order to ſuch competent In- 
1. it is neceſſary either that he 
himſelf had perſonal Knowledge of the 
Facts he records; or that he received 

then 


1750 1 
them elſewhere upon ſuch Evidence as 
might be depended upon. In the firſt 
of which caſes he is an Original, in the 


latter a Secondary Witneſs; which (in 


many Caſes) may be equivalent. 

IV. UNDER theſe Circumſtances all 
ancient Hiſtories demand Credit, pro- 
vided we are aſſured that they are really 
ancient Hiſtories, and not modern 
Forgeries; the proper Evidence of 
which is, the concurrent Teſtimony of 
Ages, accepting and admitting ſuch re- 
cords as true and genuine from the very 
time in which they were written. 
Al theſe Circumſtances concur to 
ſupport the Authority of Moſes's Hiſ- 
tory, and of many other Hiſtories; and 
theſe being extraneous to the Facts re- 
corded, are what we call the external 
Proof. But there is in all Hiſtories 
ſomething mherent in the Facts them- 
ſelves, which will make them more or 
leſs credible; and from hence ariſes 


what we call the zternal Evidence. 


If an Hiſtorian relates things in the 
Nature of them impoſſible or abſurd; 
no body will believe him, how well 


ſoever 
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181 | 
ſoever ſuch Hiſtory may, (in appear- 
ance) externally be ſupported: For it 
will be preſumed (as it ought to be 
preſumed) that there is ſome Defect in 
the external Evidence, though we may 
not be able to diſcover where it lies. 
The Caſe will be the ſame if an Hiſ- 
torian reports inconſiſtent Facts, or 
things which do not well hang to- 


_ gether, for in Truth there muſt be Con- 
fiſtency. But on the contrary when a 


Hiſtory contains nothing impoſſible or 
abſurd, and ſuch an Harmony and Uni- 
formity runs through the whole as gives 
it, what we call an Air of Credibility, 
we readily embrace it; and more or leſs 
{trongly we embrace it in proportion, 
as this Air of Credibility is greater or 
leſs. But why do we embrace it? Not 
merely on the Account of this Unifor- 
mity, but becauſe it is an uniform, con- 
ſiſtent Hiſtory, PROPERLY SUPPORTED 
by external Teſtimony: That is to ſay; 
this Uniformity is not (ſtrictly) Evi- 
DENCE of the Truth of the Facts, but 


prepares the Mind to receive the Evi- 


dence under the greater Advantage. It 
is this that diſtinguiſhes Hiſtc:y from 


Romance. 


o nts. og 
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Romance. The Writer of a Novel, if 


he underſtands his Buſineſs; will avoid 
Abſurdities, and ſee that the ſeveral 
Parts of his Tale hang well together. 
But no body 7herefore believes it to be 
true; becauſe it wants the Support of 
external Teſtimony, which the Writer 
cannot give nor pretends to give. 

Ix this be not the true Nature of ex- 
ternal and internal Proof, I do then 
freely confeſs that I know not what they 
mean. But this admitted, it will ap- 


pear that the internal Evidence pre- 


ſuppoſes the external as its Foundation, 
and cannot ſubſiſt without it. 

AnD now, Sir, if you pleaſe, to the 
matter in hand. 

You fay that the Ignorance of a 
future State among the Jews is an in- 
ternal, demonſtrative Proof of Moſes's 
divine Legation, or that the Jews were 
under an extraordinary Providence. In 
order to ſupport this Argument, theſe 
things (at leaſt) are neceſſarily pre- ſup- 
poſed, viz.— That Moſes was the Le- 
giſlator of the Jews; and-— that the 
Jews were ignorant of a future State. 


But theſe Facts muſt be known by Hit: 


B tory; 


10 
tory; which ſpoils you for a Demon- 
ftrator at once: For i Hiſtorical Evi- 
dence oes no farther than Probability; 
and if this muſt concur to make up 
the E it cannot be a Demon- 
ſtration; for Demonſtration cannot ſtand 
upon Probability. This is impoſſible. 
The Evidence may be good and ſuf- 
ficient, but e Lp dens), it can- 
not be; which is always founded up- 
on Self-evident Truths, and is carried 
on by a Chain or Series of the moſt 


ſimple Ideas hanging upon each other 


by a neceſſary Connexion. 
Bur not to inſiſt rigorouſly upon 


the meaning of Words, I will be con- 


tent, if from the Ignorance of a fu- 


ture State among the Jews (which, for 


Argument Sake, is now granted you) 
you can form a better Argument for 
Moſes's divine Legation, than we have 


without it. Your Argument ſtands 
thus-----The belief of a future State, 
in the ordinary Courſe of things, is 
neceſſary to ſupport Government 


the Jews did not believe a future 
State, and yet were under Govern- 


ment. Therefore they were under 


an 


| [1211 
an extraordinary Providence. But do 
you not ſee that your Argument en- 


tirely throws out (that is, omits) the 


CoNCURRENCE oF HISTORY, which 
(as appears by the Obſervations juſt now 


laid down) is an eflential Defect ? 
The Hiſtory, no doubt, was in your 
Head; but it ſhould have been in 


your Argument too, or it comes to 
nothing. Let it be ſuppoſed that we 
knew nothing more of the Jews and 
their Government under Moſes than 


this, that they did not believe a fu- 


ture State; would you immediately 


have inferred from hence that Judea 
was a land of Miracles? You have 
inferred it, but (in my opinion) very 
unſafely. For (to omit, at preſent, 
other Reaſons,) though it is certain that 
the belief of a future State is fo high 
ly uſeful to Government that (in « 
qualified Senſc) it may be termed NE 
CESSARY; yet I do not ſee ſuch a 
eloſe Connexion between the Idea oi 
ſuch belief and the Idea of Govern- 
ment, as to think that the latter ab- 
ſolutely and inſeparably involves the 
former. There is Government among 


bands of Thieves and Pirates, who, 


B 2 it 


uſe of it. And though it may be hard 
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if they believe a future State, make no 


to conceive how Nations can ſubſiſt 


(or at leaſt long ſubſiſt) without ſuch a 
' Belief; yet I will not go ſo far as 
to ſay ch 

notion of it, naturally IMPOS BLE. 


But if authentick Hiſtory tells you of 


at the thing is in the very 


a Nation that did not believe a future 
State, and the ſame (or any other good) 
Hiſtory informs you that they w 

under an extraordinary Aer, it 


may then be ſaid that the Hiſtory 1s 


thus far, conſiſtent and uniform, and 


vou may lay any Weight upon this 
Uniformity, in aid of the Hiſtory, 


that it will, in reaſon, bear. 


THERE is a Perſon who did. you 


much Honour (which you have ill re- 


paid) at your firſt ſetting out upon this 
Subject, who would have inſtructed you 
better in the mannerof formingyourArgu- 
ment, iſ you had attended to him; I mean 


Dr. Sherlock, the preſent Biſhop of Lon- 


don; who, in his Diſſertation on Chriſt's 


Entry into Jerafalem, from this Cir- 
cumſtance in the Law of Moſes that 


tne Jews were forbidden to uſe Harſes 
and 


0“ 
and Chariots in War, raiſes an Ar- 
gument to ſhew that it was from 
God. I have often thought with my- 
elf, that this gave you the firſt hint 
to attempt the like from the Igno- 
rance of the Jews concerning a future 
State; but if this is true, you have 
ſhewn yourſelf a bad Copyiſt from a 
very great Maſter. For how does HE 
form his Argument? 'Thus----< The 
<< Law given to the Kings of IIrael, 
© CONSIDERED TOGETHER WITH THE 
'« HisToRY of that Nation, form a very 
* ſtrong Preſumption for the divine Ori- 
« ginal of the Law of Moſes. You 
ſee here that his Lordſhip has taken 
care of the eſſential point, which you 
have neglected, the CONCURRENCE OF 
THE HISTORY with the Law ; and from 
both together raiſes his Proof; which 
he does not call DEMoNSTRATION but 
PRESUMPTION. And he had reaſon 
to call it fo. For certainly if Mo- 
ſes was raiſed up to carry the Iſraelites 
out of Egypt into thg Land of Canaan; 

| 28 to 


® Differt, 4. p. 24. Iſt. Edit. 1732. 
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to dae Nations greater and 'mightier 
than they, * and place them in their 
ſtead; and if it be true that they did, 
under the Conduct of this their Leader, 


or his Succeſſor, diſpoſſeſs theſe Nations, 


notwithſtanding: 4 they were forbidden 
the natural and neceſſary means of De- 
fence: If, , 1 ſay, this be true, it will 
follow that the Hand of God was in 


this Thing. But this muſt APPPAR 


by the Evipence which is the Au- 
THORITY of the Hiſtory declaring both 
the Fact and the Divine Power by 
which it was effected; which creates a 
Conſiſtency and Correſpondency that 


gives Credit to the Hiſtory; and without 
which nothing will ariſe but this Alter- 


native, EITHER that Moſes had the 
Aſſiſtance of an extraordinary Provi- 
dence, OR that the Hiſtory is NOT 
TRUE; and upon this Foot, I believe 
there is not a Man of common Senſe 
who would not chuſe the latter. 


Tuls Argument may be ſtated. in a 


general WD and in this Light it 


N 


* Deut. 4. 38. 
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ſtands in the HIN T I gave you at the 
Cloſe of our Debate. My Words are 
theſe: | 
N WAT was it that Moſes under- 
„ took and what was the true end of 
& his Miſſion? It was to carry the 


— Children of —_ out of Egypt and 


put them poſſeſſion of the 
„Land of ore in execution of 
«© the Covenant made with Abra- 
« ham. The work in the very na- 
« ture of it REQUIRED the Admi- 
« niſtration of an extraordinary Provi- 
% dence, of which it ought therefore 
« to be preſumed that Moſes had the 


4 Aſſurance and Experience, otherwiſe 


'« he would have engaged in a very 
« mad undertaking, and the People 


« would have been as mad in follow- 


52 


< ing him.” * I have not here men- 
tioned the Law forbidding the Uſe 
of Chariots and Horſes; nor ought 
the Argument to be confined to it. 
It extends to all Caſes of a like Sort; 


and if you take the whole, Hiſtory of 


Moſes 


* Tliſt. Abr. juſtified p. 81. 82, 
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Moſes from his calling the Iſraelites to 
their Settlement in Canaan, you will 


find a Variety of Tranſactions which, 
natural Means only conſider d, appear 


to be abſurd or impoſſible; and 


which, conſequently (by the ſame Right 
that you claim in your Argument) will 
ſtand as ſo many internal Proofs of 


Moſes's divine Miſſion. But this Ar- 


gument (you ſay) is “ a counter- 
* feit piece of Trumpery, and fo far 


from being an zuternal Argument 


ce that it is no Argument at all.” In 
points of mere reaſoning it is ſcarce al- 
lowable, to call in Authorities, unleſs 
it be to ſhame thoſe who obſtinately 


hold out againſt Conviction. But upon 


this occafion | I cannot help telling you 


that there is ONE Author at leaſt, who 


vouches for this Argument. The Au- 
thority you cannot except againſt ; for it 
iS YOUR OWN. The Paſſage lies at pre- 
ſent cloſe in a Corner where it has little 
to do; but J will ſet it (as it is fit) in 

open day-light. 4 
In the firſt part of this ſecond Vo- 
lume you attack Sir Is AAC NEWTON, 
| upon 


. 


71 
int of the high Antiquity of 
pe . the me of this A2 
gument you was led to take Notice of 
that very Law of Moſes, by which the 
Hraelites were forbidden the uſe of 


Horſes and Chariots in War; and, as it is 


much your Cuſtom, to catch at every 
new Scent, whether to your purpoſe or 
not; you undertake to aſſign the reaſons 
of this Law. Of three that you have 
aſſigned, I ſhall take Notice only of the 
laſt, -which runs in theſe Words. 


«© THe third reaſon of the Prohibition 


& was evidently. to afford a LASTING 
« MANIFESTATION of that EXTRA“ 
* ORDINARY Providence, by which the 


% Iſraelites were conducted into the 


6 Land of Canaan.------- When once 
« ſettledtheymight very well defend their 
« Poſſeſſion without the help of Caval- 
« ry. But to conquer it without Ca- 
« valry, and from a War-like People 
* abounding in Horſe, was MORE 
«© THAN A RAW UNPRACTISED IN- 
«© FANTRY COULD EVER HAVE PER 
© PORMED ALONE.” And a little at- 


ter- „The Invaders of a Country 
«c where Cavalry is in uſe, go to certain 


60 Deſtr uction, 


— 
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with the firſt? The Account of this 
muſt be ſomething very curious, and 


[18] 
& Deſtruction, „without a Body of Horſe 
e to ſupport their Infantry. This then 
« being the very Situation of Affairs 
„ when the Iſraelites invaded Canaan 
« and conquered it.---=--I conNcLUDBE 
* that they MUST HAVE BEEN MIRA- 
« CULOUSLY ASSISTED.” * Shew me 
a Difference, Mr. Dean, between the 
two Arguments, or tell' me how it 


comes to paſs that the ſame Argument 


which was ſo good in your Hands, 
ſhould be ſuch Trumpery in mine; 
What new light (or rather darkneſs) 
has broken — upon you to ſet the 
ſecond Part of your Work at Variance 


the Reader ſhall have it from your- 
ſelf. 

One reaſon then why you cannot ac- 
cept my (i. e. your own) Argument, it 


ſeems, is this, that it will ſerve the 


% Mufti full as well to prove the divine 


* Legation of Mahomet.”-------Very 


well Mr. Dean! And was it not as 
ey 


D. L. Val. 2. Part. I. pag. 291. + new 


Edition. 
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ealy for you to have ſeen this before as 


to ſee it now ?------ But let us hear you 


out- * for thus we may ſuppoſe he 


« (the Mufti) would argue------ Ma- 


« homet's Work was not like Moſes's 
te the Subdual of a ſmall Tra&t of 
«. Country, poſſeſſed by ſeven Tribes or 
« Nations, with a force of ſome hun- 
cc dred thouſand followers ; but the Con- 
« queſt of almoſt all Aſia with a hand- 
c ful of Bandittii Now this Work 
“ (fays the learned Mahometan) in the 
t very Nature of it required the Admi- 
6 niſtration of an extraordinary Provi- 
« dence, of which it ought therefore 


* 


* 


* to be preſumed that Mahomet had 


* both the Aſſurance and Experience, 
ce otherwiſe he would have engaged in 
tea very mad undertaking, and the Peo- 
«© ple would have been as mad in fol- 
flowing him. Thus has the learned 
Doctor taught the Mufti how to rea- 
& fon.”------ So You Mr. Dean !------ 


But I am afraid that here you want 


help yourſelf; and angry as you are 
with me, IJ had much rather do you 
a good Office than the Mufti, with 
whom I neither have, nor deſire to have, 

: e 2 any 
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any Acquaintance. Pray then conſideg 


| | a little; is there no Difference between 
"ny theſe two Caſes? Whilſt you was com- 
1 menting upon the Law againſt Chariots 
| and Horſes you could ſee a very plain 
one and have diſtinctly marked it out, 


I For you ſay, (and very truly) that 
«© Mahomet never pretended to make 
« his Conqueſts without Horſe, but 
© uſed them on every occaſion of need.“ 
It | This is to the point, Sir; and if ever 
| you ſhould chance to meet the Mufti 
| (ich you are much more likely to do | 
if than I am) pray tell him THIS; and it 
I will cure him of his haranguing at 
[188 once. But by all Means conceal from | 
Wl - him, with a religious Secreſy, what you 
have publiſhed here with ſo little Cere- F 
q mony, viz. that Mahomets Work 
| « was not like Moſes's the Subdual of 
| „ A 8$MALL TRACT of Country- 


| « with a Force of ſome nunpren Þ 
||. „„ THOUSAND Followers, but the Con- 
1 | „ queſt of almoſt ALL As1a with a 
14 © HANDFUL of Banditti;“ for this will Þ 

be underſtood as a Conceſſion (perhaps) 
1 | that Mahomet had even GREATER Pre- 
i tensions to a divine Legation than Mo- 
ll | pa; | ſes 
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ſes. For thus the Conſtruction lies----- 
Mahomet did a greater Work than Mo- 
ſes with leſs 3 help.------ If it is 
not this; it is nothing. If it z this; 
it is a monſtrous Fallacy. Let us try 
a little Mr. Dean, if we cannot ſet 
this point (which alike concerns us 
both) upon a right Foot. Which of 
theſe Leader's Moſes or Mahomet had 
the greateſt Number of Followers, or 
which of them ſubdued the largeſt Tract 
of Country, is nothing to the Purpoſe, 
and therefore not worth xamining. 
The ſingle point is, how or by what In- 


ffruments each of them did his Work, 


Mahomet did it by the natural and or- 
dinary Methods of Conqueſt ; by Armies 
of Horſe and Foot. Did Moſes do to 
too? Prove this, and you will conquer 
me and yourſelt too; for you have ſaid 
that he had them Nor, and that with- 
out a MIRACULoUs Aſſiſtance the Con- 
queſt of Canaan would have been 1M- 
POSSIBLE. With what Conſiſtency 
then could you put it inta the Mouth 
of your pF dread to fay, that Maho- 


mets Work, in the very Nature of it 


required the Adminiſtration of an ex- 
traordinary 


[ 22 j | 
traordinary Providence? The Nature 
of every Work is to be eſtimated by the 
Circumſtances that attend it. Moſes's 
Work was ſo circumſtanced, that with- 
out an extraordinary Providence he could 
not have effected it; Mahomet's ſo, 
that withont an extraordinary Provi- 
dence, he might and did effect it! 

II. ANOTHER reaſon why you cannot 
accept my Argument is © becauſe you 
« propoſed to PROVE (not to PRESUME 
« upon) the Divinity of Moſes's Miſ- 
& fion.“ -- What an unreaſonable 
Man are you Mr. Dean! Would you 
have more of a Thing than is in it?. 
T fay that the Circumſtances under 
which the Ifraclites were, is a Preſump- 
tion that Moſes had an extraordinary 
Aſſiſtance; and ſo it is. But am 1 
therefore to be charged with leaving the 
whole Weight of Moſes's Authority to 
reſt upon Preſumption ? Abſurd! The 
Preſumption refers to the Hiſtory and 
the Circumſtance from whence 1t ariſes, 
falling in with the Hiſtory, they mu- 
tually confirm and ſtrengthen each other, 
and make the Evidence full and com- 
pleat. The Nature of the Work leads 

- you 
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you to expect a miraculous Affiſtance ; 
and the Hiſtory ſhews it you. 


ENouGH has been faid upon this 


Argument: And now Mr. Dean, it 
may be time to weigh the Value of 
yours; which is an Argument of the 
fame kind, and concludes exactly in the 
fame Way. I conſider the Work of 
Moſes in general as above the Power of 
natural Means, and from thence con- 
clude that he had Supernatural Aſſiſt- 
ance. You conſider the Doctrine of a 
future State as a natural Means, and 


from the want of it draw the ſame Con- 


cluſion. What now is your boaſted 
DEMONSTRATION come to? Why to 
a Preſumptive Proof only, and that, in 
its Force, inferior to the other. For it 
is not at leaſt ſo clear a Point, that the 
belief of a future State is eſſential to 
Government, as it is that Horſes and 
Chariots are neceſſary in War; or if it 
were as clear, and nothing had been 
recorded concerning an extraordinary 
Providence, I ſhould have been as much 
at Liberty to deny the Truth of the 
Hiſtory, as you are to infer Moſes's di- 


vine Legation. It may farther be ob- 


ſerved 


— 


— R - — ů 
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ſerved in diſparagement of your Argu- 


ment that the Premiſes and the Con- 
eluſion do not tally well together: For 
the Concluſion ſhould have been, not 


ſimply, that the Jews were under an 


extraordinary Providence, but, that they 


were under SUCH an extraordinary Pro- 
vidence as fully ſupplied the: want of 
a future State, i. e. a Providence Ex- 
ACTLY EQUAL. But suck a Provi- 
dence never ſubſiſted in this World nor 
ever can ſubſiſt, the Conſtitution of 


Things remaining the ſame.----- But take 


it as you like beſt; and let it be ſaid 
that you have gained one Congruity, one 
Correſpondency, to be added to the 
many that the Hiſtory may juſtly chal- 


lenge; how much are you a gainer by 


it? Rate the Advantage as high as you 
pleaſe; it can never compenſate for in- 
troducing or patronizing an Opinion 
which gives ſuch an Account of God's 
Conduct in relation to his choſen Peo- 
ple as will not ſtand with common 
Senſe. This was urged upon you in my 
Examination and has been fully ſup- 
ported in my Defence of it; of which 
you take no Notice. That I may not 

1 ſeem 


25 

ſeem ſingular in this Opinion, I will give 
you the Senſe of an able Divine of our 
Church who ſays----- « Some have car- 
« ried. the Point ſo high, as to make 
ce the Promiſes and Expectations of a 
* future happy State peculiar to the 
« Goſpel; thus excluding all before and 
te under the Law, from any Revelation 
«& or Belief of that kind. But this is, 
« doubtleſs, a very ERRONEOUs and 
*© DANGERous Doctrine; highly inju- 
c rious to the Goodneſs and Wiſdom 
e of God, a great Indignity to the Mo- 
« ſaical Diſpenſation, altogether incon- 
« ſiſtent, with the whole Tenor and 
« Deſign of the old, as we find it in- 
* terpreted and confirmed by the new, 
« Teſtament.” Dean Stanhope's Boyle's 
Lectur. Serm. 6. | 

Tnr1s Gentleman may perhaps be too 


orthodox for you, and will be turned 


aſide among the the Croud of Bigots ; 
for, according to the Faſhion of the 
Scoffers of the Age, Orthodoxy is a 
ſtanding Jeſt with you, and all are Bigots 
who are not of your Opinion, By what 
Right is it that as ſoon as a Man begins 
to fancy himſelf wiſer than the reſt of 

— 3. the 


* 
— . — — — 


r 
the World, he ſets up his own Judg- 
ment as the Standard of Senſe? | 


Homzne emperito nunquam quidquaminjuſtius ! 


But I will name you a Man who 
certainly was not over-orthodox ; . I 
mean your old Friend and Intimate Dr. 
Middleton, who, acquieſceing in your 
Principle that the ancient Jews knew 
nothing of a future State, faw (or 
thought he ſaw) that, in it's Conſe- 
quence, it deſtroyed the Foundation of 
all Religion among that People, and ra- 
ther than accept your Argument choſe 
to mark out Moſes for a Fool, “ as 


YOU 


* I ſhould be glad to hear that your great Work 
goes on ſucceſsfully.-----When I. was laſt in 
<< London I met with a little Piece, written on 
the ſame Plan with yours, an anonymous Letter 
from Geneva evincing the divine Miſhon of Mo- 
*© fes from the Inſtitution of the Sabbatic Year. 
The Author ſets out, like you, from this ſingle 
Poſtulatum, that Moſes was a conſummate Law- 
giver ; and ſhews that he could never have en- 
«© joyned a Law, fo whimſical, impolitick, and ha- 
£. Zardous------ if he who has all Nature at Com- 
4 mand, had not warranted the Succeſs of it------ 
& But will not this Gaiety of cenſuring the Law be 
* found too adventurous------ eſpecially when there 
is a Fact generally allowed by the learned, that 
tems to overturn all this ſpecious Reaſoning” at 

once, 
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You might have done for,any good rea- 
ſon you have given to che contrary. 
You may tell us as often as you pleaſe 
that it was contrived to do Honour to 
Moſes's Legation; and I ſhall as readily 


ce 
cc 
cc 
40 
cc 
= - 
cc 
cc 
cc 
00 
c 
40 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 


£cc 


cc 
cc 
cc 


cc 
cc 
cc 
ce 
vc 


1. 


D 2 believe 


once, viz. That this Law of the Sabbatic Year 
was never obſerved. For if ſo it may be objected 
with ſome Shew of Reaſon, that Moſes had 
charged himſelf with the Iflue of Events Too 
DELICATE AND BEYOND HIS REACH, and 1M- 
PRUDENTLY enjoyned what uſe and Experience 
ſhewed to be IMPRACTICABLE. I am appre- 
henſive likewiſe that your Work will not 
ſtand wnolly clear of , Objections. Your 
Scheme, as I take it is to ſhew that fo able » 
Man as Moſes could not poſlibly have omitted 
the Doctrine of a future State------ had he not 
done it by the expreſs Direction of the Deity. 
But what was the Conſequence? Why the Peo- 
ple were perpetually apoſtatizing------ and tired 
with the load of their Ceremonies------ ſunk into 
all kinds of Vice and Profaneneſs; till the Pro- 
phets, in order to revive---a Senſe of Religi- 
on---began to preach up the rational Duties of 
Religion and infinuate the Doctrine of a future 
State. 

« As in the other Caſe then ſome may be apt to 
ſay that Moſes had inſtituted what could nor 
be practiſed without Ruin to the State; fo in 
this, that he had overlooked, what COULD Nor 
BE OMITTED, WITHOUT Ruin To REL1- 
GION.“ Middleton's Miſcellaneous Tracts. Vol, 
Letter to Warburton. 1. 


I OE I Oren 4 
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believe you, as if you ſhould ſay it was 
contrived for vouR Honour that you 
might have the Opportunity of raifing a 
DEMONSTRATION Which no body ever 
ſaw before you nor will be able to ſee 
after you. 

| How is it then (I aſk again) that you 
are ſerving Religion? Why juſt as a 
Phyſician is ſerving his Patient, who, in 
order to remove a Pain in his Toe, ap- 
plies ſuch Remedies as will drive the 
Diſtemper up into his Brain! But 
this Difficulty is clearly avoided by the 
old Expoſition; which gives to the 
People of Iſrael, both an extraordinary 
Providence and the Knowledge of a fu- 
ture State, (and ſurely! they are both 
conſiſtent) the one as the principal and 
adequate Foundation of their Religion, 
and the other as the Cement of their 
civil Polity, and the Inſtrument of put- 
ting them in Poſſeſſion of the Land of 
Canaan, and keeping them together as a 
People ſeparated from the reſt of the 
Nations, till the Time fore-ordained in 
God's Wiſdom for the gathering to- 
gether all Nations into one People under 
Chriſt the Redeemer, ſhould come. 
T his 
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- [29] 
This is the oLD Doctrine which runs 
through both Teſtaments, and which is 


bong by the Articles and Homilies 


of our Church; as I have largely proved 
in my Examination, by Arguments 
which you have thought fit to neglect, 
and which I ſhall not repeat: Nor had 
I faid thus much but to give to every in- 
telligent . Reader, a ſhort and clear Ac- 
count of the true State and Merits of 
this Queſtion; and to ſhew how much 
the Intereſt of Religion is concerned in 
it. And you Mr. Dean, if you pleaſe, 
may learn from hence a very uſeful Leſ- 
ſon, which is to abate ſomething of 
your critical Pride and Inſolence, and to 
be more ready to make Allowances for 
the Miſtakes of others, ſince you ſo 
much want Allowance for your own. 
Whether you will vouchſafe to read 
this Letter, or I am to be committed 
to your learned Friend who * reads for 


you 


* „ applied to a learned Perſon, who, in Con- 
„ ſideration of our Friendſhip, has been prevailed 
„ upon to undergo the Drudgery of turning over 
„ this DIRTY HEAP [the Writings of ALL his 
Oppoſers ;------- Bigots, Hutchinſonians, Methodi/ts, 


Anſwerers, Free-thinkers, and Fanaticks.] * and 
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you; I am contented ſhould be as yi your 


Sovereign Will and Pleafure ſhall di- 
rect. It ſeems (however) to come to 


you not unſeaſonably whilſt you are 
preparing your third Volume, in which 
you propoſe to remove all concetveable 
Objettions againſt your Concluſion, and 15 
throw in every collateral Light upon the 
Premiſes. * You may fave yourſelf this 
Trouble. For write as many Volumes 
as you pleaſe, you will make no more 
of the Argument than you have made 
of it already; and as your Foundation 
is bad, the more you load the faſter 
will your Building fall. 

BuT you have a fancy that the Pub- 


lick will be + d/appointed if you ſhould 


not 


& marking down what he imagined would in the 
< leaſt deſerve, or could juſtify any Notice: For 
J would not have the Reader conceive ſo miſe— 
% rably of me as to think I was EVER DISPOSED 
& TO LOOK INTO THEM MYSELF.” D. L. Vol. 
2. p. I. in the Preface p. 40. This may be 
true; and the Work well enough agrees with it. 
But I believe there is not a Man livi ing, except 
himſelf, who could have had Affurance enough to 
have ſaid it, and boatted of it. 


. 
+ Dedication, p. 19. 
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not publiſh this third Volume which 
has been ſo long promiſed; and, to ſay 
the Truth, you are ſo much behclden to 
the Publick, that you ought not to diſ- 


appoint them in any thing that is rea- 


ſonable for them to expect. But con- 
ſider, Sir, that there may be ſome haz- 
ard in indulging the publick Curioſity 


too far; which generally riſes in proporti- 


on as what they expect approaches nearer 
to an Impoſſibility. It is not long fince 
the whole Town was alarmed to fee 
a Man creep into a Quart Bottle. The 
Day was fixed, and a great Concourſe 
of People met together, who finding 
themſelves cheated, pulled the Projectors 
Houſe about his Ears. The Fact is no- 
rorious: You may make what uſe of it 

u pleaſe. 

And thus, Mr. Dean, I take leave of 
you; When or where to meet again 1 
know not. We move at preſent in dit- 
ferent Spheres. I love to creep upon 
the Ground, and to keep the common 
Path, howloever unnoticed. You affect 
the airy Regions; and nothing will con- 
tent you but © to go down to Poſterity 
*« and to hve in the Voice and Memory 
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P 
« of Men.“ * But take heed that you 
do not miſtake your Way; leſt ſome 


| ſhameful Fall awakens you. from your 
flattering Dream, and you be found lurk- 


ing at the bottom of a Band-Box, or in 


the Shop of ſome Country Retailer 


=========————-Vengdentis thus & odores, 
Et piper aut quicquid Chartis amicitur 
nmneptis. 


TRERE, Mr. Dean, 1 may, at ſome 


Time or other, poſſibly fall in with 
you; and till then-------FAREWEL, 


HENRY STEBBING., 
Bath, Et; 
October, 18, 1758. 


* Dedication, p- 4. 


